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where one of the grounds upon which the Cypriot decree of
nullity was held to be ineffective was that the court had no
power by the law of Cyprus to declare the marriage null and
void.
On the other hand, it is essential to observe that if the foreign Procedural
court is internally competent the fact that it has erred in its ^^ °f
own rules of procedure is no answer to an action in England, court no
This is the explanation of Pemberton v. Hughes>l the case in E^h*0
which Lindley L.J. delivered his dictum. In that case:	action
A decree for divorce had been pronounced by the competent court in
Florida in an undefended suit brought by a husband against his wife,
both parties being domiciled and resident in Florida. It appeared that
she had received only nine days notice of the proceedings instead often
days as required by the law of Florida. It was held by the Court of
Appeal that the decree was final and was binding in England.
Lindley L.J. in the course of his judgment said:
'All that the English courts look to are the finality of the judgment
and the jurisdiction of the court, in this sense and to this extent—
namely its competence to deal with the sort of case that it did deal with,
and its competence to require the defendant to appear before it.'2
In other words, the Florida court was not only internally com-
petent to deal with a case of divorce, but also internationally
competent, since the defendant was domiciled in Florida. The
learned judge then concluded as follows :
*If the court had jurisdiction in this sense, and to this extent, the
courts of this country never inquire whether the jurisdiction has been
properly or improperly exercised, provided that no substantial injustice,
according to English notions, has been committed.'3
At first sight the decision of the Court of Common Pleas in
Vanquelin v. Bouard* may seem difficult to reconcile with this
statement of the law.
This was an action in England upon a judgment obtained in France
on a bill of exchange. The defendant pleaded that by French law the
French court had no jurisdiction, since the defendant was not a
trader and was not resident at Orleans where the bills were drawn. The
plea was disallowed.
If the plea meant that the French action, had been brought in
the wrong court5 and if this were so, it is arguable that the
1 [1899] i Ch. 781.	2 At p. 790,
3 At pp. 790-1.	4 (1863), 15 C.B. (N.S.), 341.
5 See Pemberton v. Hughes, [1899] i CL 781, 791,/*r Lindley LJ.

